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A number of approaches have been used to teach bas1c

A / ‘ .
';"counsellng SklllS to beglnnlng tralnees. Carkhuff (1969),

-

l_-Ivey (197l), Kagan and Krathwohl (1967) and Egan (1975) ”: _— 5"
have/proposed models Whlch deflne the targeL behav1ors de—vl. :
's1red as a result of trainlng.. They have also descrlbed the 1,/:'A
:.varlous eléggnts 1n teachlngghoth s&nglejand qomplex coun—' |
: sellng skllfs 1nclud1ng 1nstructrhn, modellng, prac 1cé
and’ feedback. 'A pers1stent problem-whlch i terferés‘w1th
/1o'tra1nee Sklll development is the ablllty of the tralnee to.

deal W1th hms/her anxlety upon enterlng the role of the | v
. L /

helper (Bandura,‘lSSG Kagan, 1980)

—_

Cllent exploratlon, understandlng and change are 1nfluenced

R oA

‘by counseior responses to the type and 1htens1ty of‘problems f; v

'presehtedk and also by the manlpulatlons and res1stance of :
‘N ! &

Jte ) .clle ts who gre frequently amblvalent toward chang1ng the1r .

-

beh v1or. Express1ons of hOStlllty, depe*dence,,attractlon Q%ﬁ?rc\

- o

' or selfrdestructlve ldeatlon are examples of cllent/behaV1ors

‘" that can eas1ly generate anxlety 1Q beg1nn1ng counselors who

..I) ‘ “. e ; ‘ -
R Mg@ feel 1nadeguate to respond approprlately. Counselors who'-

e able to c0ntrol or use. thelr own anxlety to approach those
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. o . " .- ’ . ' \ 3 s
e “cr1t1bal 1nc1dents are better able to maintaln productlve

counsellng relatlonshlps (Kell & Mueller, 966) Effortsﬁ_ /
‘ oA N

to redpce traanee anxlety through systematrc~desen51tlzatlon\ L

.

have met w1th 1xed results (Monke, 1971; Fry, 1973; Carter

Ao

& Pappas, 1975, Bowman, 1978) A contlnulng'need in counseloT”_*'

) \. tralnlng programs 1s to f1nd Ways of teachlng tralnees to _pwi
|

|

:

handle thelr own anxlety whlle learnlng to respond to the1r_

‘e

cllents goncerns._ ThlS 1s an 1mportant therapeutlc skrll

cognltlons. Ellls% (1962) ratlonal—emotlve therapy fs,

~ at changlng the - faulty beliefs held by the cllent.; Beck

.o BN . S
‘f.".‘lence._ Melchenbaum (l9ﬂ7) has approached cllent problems.\‘t”

o - ’ ./ | S
o ‘-}through a self—lnstruotlonal method whlch teaches cllents to L

'structure thelr thlhking‘to encourage approach and control 3 |
T liof thelr behav1or. ThlS 1s,.essent1ally, a controlllng of j;;“
behaV1or by structurlng cognltlons. Derlved from the baslc

" idea of cognltlve theraples, Melchenbaum s method asserts‘
that one's 1nterﬁhl dlalog;e\hasba major lnfluence on 0ne s
fbehavror._ Cognltlve self—xnstructlonal modellng tralnlngxls

.
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. e T COgnltlve Self Instructlonal

o, f"":<‘ . "d. SR r; g_*4ﬁ C g"_ y
L essentlally a: structured way of teachlng tra1nees how to talk
' to themselves.: For example,'ln a. counsellng 51tuatlon cllents oo

may express agner at thelr counselors. The counselors self—'i
talk would affect howfthey reSpond to such attacks. If these i
counselors .are’ nov1ces‘ they may feel anxlous or threatened. o
Thelr thlnklng mdp 1nclude thoughts such aé : “I must be d01ng.".

everythlng wrong if my cllent is so angry,_ or~"I hope my

. -

-a.

;Sff;v'- superv1sor doesn t hear thls.ﬁ Thelr responses to such “anxlous“

.4 I
.

» self—talk could range from placatlng the cllent to outrlght de—-* o

fens1veness.f On the other hand, Lf these tralnees could lnstruct
Ve

themse}ves to ackn\Wledge the presence of anx1ety and contlnue

to focus on. thelr cllents concerns, they would be able to

. A,-

.f""_'«-. B ._

u respOnd 1n%a fac1litatfve way. e
' Ochlltree, Yager & Brekke (1975) successf%lly taught subjects_-
more appropqlate empathy responses to stlmulus vﬁdeotapes through B
the cognltlve self—lnstructlonal modelung approach. “In a part1al_

}} repllcatlon of the Ochlltree et al. 1nvest1gatlon, Beck (l980)

s-employed a cognltlve self—1nstructlonal approach to tralnlng

counselors and«found that those glven the treatment responded

%t w1th more relevant responses than the control group durlng

ag 1nterv1ew w1th a coached cllent.} The cognltlve self- S
\ .a “ .

1nstructlonal method in both of these studles cons1sted of the"”

teach1ng and practlclng (both overtly and covertly) of a. serles, 3
b i :
of 8ix questlons that tralnees asked t emselves in the process'

v r. \

of formulatlng empathy responses 1n role played lnteractlons..ifff

C e g X [
- ) )




N
ook L
RIS ) A .
i ‘- § ¢ Lo "'j Do . . "-;;\‘ . i . . 0
1". okt Co. - ‘\ ] ;,' o o .{.l;.b,\ \ ) o \-_
FELANREI RS § . R E\Cognltlve Self—Instructlonal
T R u'“ R .n.,‘ o -5 ~y« N
fa ;.Tr”In both of these studles, lnformal student feedback.lndlcated

wﬁ/ _that tle cognltlve tralnlng had reduced the level of anxlety

A

v 1
. therefdre,was des1gned to assess the effectlveness of teathng

3

'ba51c dounsellng SklllS through the cognltlve self—lnstructlonal

4

. method and’alSO‘Xo determlne the 1mpact of th1s method on the

ffanx1et experlenced by tralnees in .a sImulated counsellng 1nter1

[ view.

Method L

X

'”ir:counse 1ng class. They were randomly d1v1ded 1nto treatment

:hours £ tralnlng. All 18 Subjects ce1ved an addltlonal

T T

(Beck, 1980), a 10—1tem anx1ety scale,‘and a~4~1tem counselor

'd:cqmpetence sdale.¢ The anx1ety gcale was us:d by' the tralhees

'experlenced by the counselor tralnee. The present 1nvestlgatlon,x7

Tathy Scale (Carkhuff, 1969), the Response R 19Yance SCale :_ HEN
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:q;counselor competence scale. Both of these measures employed

.
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to rate thelr own anxbety state after each of two 1nterv1ews.

‘
wy

jAt the end of the sec0nd 1n erv1ew, the coached*cllents also § *

f_rated the tralnees on an 1dent1cah anxlety scale and on the

a L;kert 4 ponnt scale for each ltem.' The 1tems ot ‘the

,'anxlety scale rncluded" uneasy, comfortable,<tense, adequate,

A

ljlttery, n\fyous, fearful, conf1dent, car1ng and secure. The ‘(

~2

o four 1tems lncluded 1n the cgunselor competence sca17/Were ,.. f;_t_;l

;any/fesponse in the form of a questlon, (b) lgnorlng content,

':._and the resultiﬁg scores fall about a p01nt below what is’

'yalso emphaslzed 1n the tralnlng 's ss1ons s0'as to encourage S s”i .
';students to make assertlve %nd conclse responses rather than

,-Qtentatlve and lengthy ones.'. . ﬂ ' *,’-3,_“"
. g ,

empath1c, warm, genu1ne and uhderstandlng.’
‘, / ¢

The modlflpatlon of the Carkhuff Scale 1nvolved deductlng o

".5 from/the ratlng of each tralnee response for (a) phraslng

_ : : X
(c)referring 1mpreclsely to . c0ntent such as_“lt" or “that"'.‘

(d) resfondlng lﬁ\more than two sentences except 1n ‘a sum~

marlzatlon, and (e)\g1v1ng adV1ce. Deductlng p01nts for a’ ;"-”

4part1cular response\t nds to make the scale more restrrctlve,

i . ’

"commOnly reported for el pathy tralnlng. These_deductlons were :f‘vﬁy/

\

s . : \

’ .- \ ) ) R . ’ . ’ L

- \

TWO raters lndependently rated the audlotapés developed in "-W'-'_ .

"the study us1ng the\rev1sed Carkhuff Empathy Scale. The Inter—.‘

T-rater rellablllty coefflcient was 60 for the flrst set- of tapes

. I x. . . . . -
e *'1‘&'- Vi

i . . . . M . —



_‘*and 75 forcthe second audlotapes.. _ -:;.'; »__",;/
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The Response Relevance Scale (RRS) was used 1n addltlon to

“fthe empathy sgale in order to lnclude ‘a var1ety of potentlally

b .

, | .
relevant responses typlcal o a productlve counsellng 1nterv1ew N

ns, lnterpretatlons, self- -~

dlsclosure and confrontatlons) Many questlons and statem nts~

can be relevant in a counsellng iess1on but«not hlghly rated-

,on an empathy scale. The RRS allows a.rater to d1scr1m1nate'

among a var1ety of responses and\credlt those whlch are relevant

. (and@’ fac111tatrve) whether or not they 1nclude .a feellng. The -

“ 1

scale class1f1es responses accordlng to three varlables,'rele—,

[ e

"vance/non—relevance, statement/questlon, and feellng/no-feellng.
'_A relevant response 1s deflned as any stateméét or questlon

Whlch lndlcates an . understandlng of the cllent's concern, reflects

‘\

‘ an effort to st1mulate cllent exploratlon or upderstandlng, or

.requests.lnformatlon related tort%§>cllent's concern. Relevance

fls consldered the most 1mportant element of a response and 15‘:“ -

‘las51gned a score of 5. Non—releVant responses are scored 0.

. ¢ 'W

| .Statements are welghted more heav1ly than questlons s1nce f -;'fgi
counselors must take a stand and rlsk communclatlng thelr under- o

- nstandxeg of thelr cllents., Statements are thus glven a score o

.\‘ -
of X Questuons,.though they may be relevant and approprlate,
B g1ven a scorc of 0., Expressxng understandlng of a cllent s
LPOllngS 1s seen as an: 1mportant part of a. counselor s response

-
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_f7' alt@ough of somewhat less importance than relevance. Feellngs'

Q
are ass1gned one of three scoreS°-(a) a score of '3'is ass1gned ,

. 5

" to’ a response that 1ncludes an emotlonal word to label the
‘l o ;cllent's feellngs,,(b) responses that 1nclude an 1mplled feellng
f;w1thout one/gctually stated are scored 1, 1nd1cat1ng less under—
A,standlng of the cllent, and (c) a statement or questlon that does

. not 1nclude a\lapeled or 5égl1ed\feellng 1s scored 0. Thus

_veach counselor response receives. three subscore5° "relevance "
. ' R Y b .

statement“ and “feellng.ﬂl-The overall 'score. for the'lndlvrdual

. counselor response 1s the sum of the three subscores. The -

Do ‘counseior s overall RRS score 1s determlned by calculatlng the

l

-mean rat1ng across all responses._ Appendlx A conta1ns exampleS'~j

4of 1nd1v1dual responses at a varlety of levels on the RRS. :

Two raters 1ndependently rated subject audlotapes on’ the

'Response Relevance Scale._ The 1n;errater rellablllty co— o

" eff1c1ents were .77 for the flrst set of audlotapes and .73
f_ion the second tapes. h- - o 'n . ,-Ti. R ,T"Lf--:vdt s

"Procedures ‘f? S ':;h' \;7,.

The cognltlve self-lnstructlonal modellng tralnlng method

b

was des1gned to structure the tralnees 1nternal d1alogue sok;,

“.that they would 31multaneously respond to.thelr cllents expressed r

.

h"concerns and reduce thelr 1nternal anxlety cues. Although 1VJ _
'_Melchenbaum (1977) had developed cognltlve self-lnstructlonal S i
»._;methods to a1d cllents 1n maklng de31red changes, the model flth

hwell 1n a counselor tralning context., The dellberate productlon i'
Q 7o sV e g
ERiC~ L co e
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., of cognitions should have two. effects-7(afsstimulation'of'ideas'

that w1ll a1d 1n the selectlon of an approprlate response, and

(b) the focus on cognltrons related to the cllent w111 reduce

o

somgwhat the number of self—deprecatory responses that would have'
‘ led to anx1ety and d1scomfort. o

‘ The spec1f1c seIf-lnstructlonal approach used 1n the tralnlng
L Y

. conslsted of teachlng tra1nees to ask themselves s1x questlons

v A
-t

durlng the pause between the completlon of- a cllent's expresslon'
;‘l; M and thelr own response._ The s1x questlons are as follows*h'
R : l._ What can I pat myself on. the back for? (What have I ‘
sa1d that was helpful? Whét have I learned about my cllent?)
2. What has - the client expressed verbally about thoughts'
and feellngs? o . o L e R

‘3. What has the cllent expressed non—verbally about f ' .

- -
[

' feellngs? .
' "'4. How do I feel r1ght now?

1f~ 5. How-would T feel 1f I were the cllent? (How would I

feel 1f I were that’person w1th that person 8 background, '

experlences, and l;fe hlstory?) L :' .5*}‘_7 _ f';;_

. 6. What w111 my response be? (Practicefthefresponsev'"‘

_ff i-_ covertlx ) S U ,

: The flrst questlon preceeds the counselor 8. cogn1t1ve exer—

- cise of asklng the remalnlng questlons. It prov1des an element

of self_relnforcement for tralnees as they gather ev1dence for




Cognitive Self-Instructional
- the‘success of the cognltlve self-lnstructlonal method, and ltf.‘

lS used regardless of the cllent's response since the tralnee,

','1‘ is contlnually learnlng valuable 1nformatlon about the cllent )

-

ThlS self—re1nforcement element has also been 1nd1cated as.. ¢

v creatlng a calm1ng effect upon the counselor tralnee._

«

In the 1nmt1a1 phase -0f the study, the treatment group was:“
/ .

g1ven s1x hours of tralnlng in two—hbur blocks over a perlod of

three days. Each two—hour block was d1v1ded 1nto an 1nstruct10n
perlod, a role—play deménstratlon of the cogn1t1ve self—

lnstructlonal method, ‘a perlod of practlce with- feedback, and

L 3

‘a br1ef d1scuss1on of the tralnlng exerclse. The control group”.
', met for three two—hour meetlngs v1ew1ng and dlscuss1ng v1deo—‘
. . v

taped v1gnettes of aspects of the counsellng process.

7

‘After. completlon 8f'the six hour treatment both groups

-l

part1c1pated 1n a ten mlnute audlo—taped 1nterv1ew w1th a
':coached cllent. Three female doctoral studehts acted as cllents,

and followed a flex1bly outllned “scrlpt“ des1gned to ellclt

;ra;nees anx1ety and to. give tralnees an opportunlty to apply
.'their-learnlng.j fhe scrlpt dlrected the coached cllents to f;

-

portray a. depressed and overwhelmed woman ‘who had recently been 3;

[ »

[

.beaten by herﬁhusband. In’ addltlon, the Soached clients weref?

'instructed to develop thel_\ﬁeellngs, as approprlate, of fear for

themselves and the1r chlldren.r Dependlng upon the course of

]

the sess10n, the cllent could choose to reveal her fears that

she was a Chlld abuser hersélf | T e subJects were s1mply told

. -

BN
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that they were, to have a f1rst’1nterv1ew w&th a cl;ent, and, :.

- i'at the end of the 1nterv1ew,'they were asked to flll‘out a f~
self—ratlng anxlety scal% l h"v,.; "'fl" o 'iﬁ";;#

. - . v c Ly

7;5 The second phase of the study conS1sted o ten hours of

,' ' ‘. ade.tJ.onal tra‘lnlng\r{x cogn:LtJ.ve self-lnstructlon for both

LY -

r\ "  . - . \-\, Ta. . -
R mlnute audlo-taped 1nterview was condu ed ~Instructlons for
the second 1nterv1ew were'1dent1cal°to .the flrst and the
o . . . \ﬂ -.. - « . AN . -
RS subjects were agaln asked to complete the self—ratlng of

. -

R anxlety.} The secOnd }nterv1ew was: also deslgned to el}clt
. v j .

anx1ety~\n the tralnees. Three méle doctoral students were

1nstruc€ed to follOW a flexlbly geslgned "scrlét“ portraylng
,a man. who was experlenclng dlfflculty carrylng-out h1s work

o ‘

l respons181llt1es.; The cllent waS‘angry at hls_po-workers, and :_.

- % 3 4

h1s anger generallzed to the counsellng s1tuatlon. The role'
L. A B T

L] . — 4

W1thout belng overly reslstént.. After the second 1nterV1ew,'

.—-‘—ﬁ:

,cllents rated the tra1nees -on - the same anxlety scale and also '

k,._._ . L
.on a four-ltem couhsefor 3pmpetency scale. For both 1nterv1ews

1. - 14 L ....,l o oL
: Re ponse . Relevance Scale. )/P"':~ :ﬁ_fﬁ_ L
v "»"'"—' L ,,' R R oo T o ‘ '.'.' '

¢
It was hypothes1zed that there w0uld be 1n1t1al treatment

HypotheSes -

dlfferences between the groups after the flrst 1nterv1ew on thq.r'

. . . . N . - - '- ' "',
o e . . . _‘,.: Domg T e C T e T
Q . e et Vet 119 .

groups.vAt the end of the. three week course a- §econd ten -"i“\*

= players were asked to express the1r host;llty toward counsellhg"

_ the groups were rated onLthe Carkhuff Empathy Scale and the_h.j_;

1n addltlon to the tralnees self—rgflng'bf anx1éty, the coached-bh?
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\1CES RRS and the self-rating of anxiety It was also hypo- _E_JZL;f,f:
thesized that these differences WOuld be eliminated after the
second interview since both groups wOuld have rece1ved thel
”v cognitive self instructional training - No differences were
'{ | 'expected,on the “client s" rating of trainee anxiety or- trainee
| competence since both groups would have experienced the tra1n1ng
by the txme of the second interview. i |
.; ; 5:;Table 1 contains the means and standard dev1at ons forlall

- theiprev1ous1y stated hypotheses indicated differences 1n der.

f:_sures were expected on the post test Table 2 1s

E test measures B jf e ‘pT" . ;f’*e“;'-f i b‘f",'ﬂ~»
]fﬂ»:'”}u '.j.,,v’ S . —— S
L TR -‘,Insert_,'l‘ables‘l.andz ,_about‘:he_retl‘-" o
o There Was a S1gnificant multlvariate effect and s1gn1f1-f< .
cant differences were found between ‘the cognitive self-instruc-» o
WMYf? tional treatment group and the control group in both empathy and .
| response relevance.f The treatment group displayed higher level\

empathy and more relevant responses.‘ Contrary to predictions,,

however th/re were no s1gnificant differences between the e

groups in the subJects reported anxiety. I
-~ sy , - , Lo S
.J ,"\',\ . o ___-,r- - . S A : . .’. A ' :‘
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‘ The data compiled from the follow-up testing is‘summarlzed
'iin ‘the analysis reported in Table 3 As- had been hypothesized .

‘no "difference between the treatment and control was found in |
- the mult1var1ate test .The only univariate difference s1gn1f1-’
'cant beyond the 05 level was the - self reported anxiety This
~difference may well be an. artifact of repeated testing wh1ch

1nflates the possibility of s1gnificant f1ndings due to cégnce

-falohe. o ‘ ‘. \ .

W=

R T

N

.’insert Tabie'3_abdut here». ; T .

v

The data presented here indicates that training in cogn1t1ve '
i'f;fself instruction is an effectrve method ‘of teaching bas1s re-'.‘ |
IVl'sponding skills to beginning counselor trainees.u The demonstrat-i
7bi¢ed increase in empathy scores for the cogn1t1ve self-instruction-”\
1 f‘al group on the post test may be somewhat difflcult to 1nterpret‘

“:l s1nce they do not reach the minimally facilitative level (1 e,,‘b:
::1j3 0) as descrlbed by Carkhuff (1969) However the modiflcations
f”in scor1ng on the empathy scale provide a more stringent rat1ng

of empathy responses and encourage greater clarity and concise-
ﬁ‘<ness in trainee statements. Post test differences on the RRS

;indicate that the self-1nstructional method is also helpful in‘

' teachiﬁg trainees to ma1ntain their(focus on the client without ;-

L necessarily limiting their responses to empathy statementsB

mr

-
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The word "necessarily“ is stressed in the previous sentence S
f because the RRS has been found to be h1ghly related to the re-_' “';;2/

vised Carkhuff empathy scale. In th1s study, the correlatlons'l

4

between these two scales were 81 on the post test and 86 on the
)

follow-up.. (As a s1de comment the high correlatlons between - »5
the empathy scale and the RRS is one of the arguments for ‘use -
: of the RRS wh1ch 1s much easier to score and tends to lead

to higher interrater reliabilities )

,) On the post test the control gibup subjects/tended to -
1::wander from the client 's concerns to ask a series of questions,
][fﬁf some related and some unrelated Client affect tended to be - |
:hl avoided EV1dence for both of these statements is found in the ;il-y
. fact that the control group averaged below a minimally re1evant |

e .

response level of 5 0 on the»RRS';v - b:;.‘fv‘ ,'b - -

It was expected that trainees in the treatment group would

U

 have felt better prepared and less anxious than the control
subjects 4 Since no difference was found between the groups on

“the anx1ety sca1e on the post test rat1ngs, the posaible reasons

for this finding must be examlned It may be that the cognitive ,
v
self instructlonal approach %s not an effective anxiety reduction
\ .

'4°technique although this is contraxy to both previous findings
R

(Meichenbaum 1977) and to informal student reports on reacting o
to this teaching method It is also possible that the tra1néés

' did not find the interview situation anxiety provoking. o |
5

e
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{j*fbetween the groups may originate
’3f 1nterv1ew experience of the group'

< measure the differences that exist in a- very sma11 sample of .

It

*}[-approach is necessary.4 For'example .are instructlon mode11ng“
:i’research is needed to determine whether a s1m11ar method would’“

'ﬁing techniques.. S ;V'_ : .‘-ﬁ;' fff .

4'1n counselor tra1nees (Bowman & Roberts 1978 Mooney & Carbson .

Q)\ ' ' by - Sty : Co St -

e SR

oy o

IR -75'CognitivefSelffInstructional

g

This too does/not fit with other stud1es demonstrating anxiety " FQi

1976) The f1nd1ng of non-significance in’ the anxiety ratings

: methodology employed in

the sfudy. There may have: been some 1n-tia1 differences in the s

=08 more 1ike1y, the instru=

. \
. .

ment used to\assess anxiety may not have ‘been sensit1Ve enough to

>

-

"a,

subgects. Future research may beneflt from a. more re11ab1e

anxiety measure and a 1arger sample size.,

B »

» It 1s not c1ear from this study what constitutes the ~p;.

optimal amount of cognitive se1f-1nstructiona1 tra1n1ng in ba'

i
-responding,skills. It is c1ear, however that such 1nstructi 7/

i

‘4rwi11 increase rated ski11s within six to ten hours. Further /ﬁg”'

research onrthe components of the cognit ve se1f-1nstruct10na1

4 v

pract1ce and feedback a11 necessary? F1na11y, additiona1

I S
i

;-.be he1pfu1 in teaching more advanced verbal ski11s and counselfv'

‘

A o . ' SN e
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'§ . .. .. ... .- . Cognitive Self-Instructfgna;;
| o e s L B
. Table 1 '

Means and Standard Deviations\ﬁpr Treatment and ,
-Control Group on all Measures L

}-.tl o M".""('u;-”» Treatmeggnlﬁf\' o Control jf-i
' ST T S S 31 SR Combined T M - L
' Sk ' ';_;' \SD s NP PR A

rFollow-up 1 96 _§\\/jﬁ 51 *f-\\'- 2,11_;4ji-_:"'
B Post Test »'6.78 4 '
 _.Respomse . . . e o 1
-./.4- .71 Follow-up 7:06- l,qass‘h‘:\jbl;38g~

eEmEathz3f

SR Z'."" " Post Test" 25.78 %/ 13;36$m,ff' T
CEfe

| Followtup 21189 . 2,76 18.89

S ﬁ”"‘”’;:" © 7 Post Teést < o=
© % CIient Rating" . - . e S o
' Gf_5565531or C T

A ,*’~x¥'Follow-up 14.33 - 7 - '=3.85 14,22 N

CIlent R.atin " ’ o o oo ‘ o S /
of Counselor . .~~~ O é@ R

' - Competence = .. . - o : IR
s -;:'.-‘:.V* . .Follow-up  17.78 2,78 .317;33‘ .
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Multlvarlate and Unlvarlate Analyses on Post. Test ’j
: Scores (Empathy, Respons Relevance,, L
oo vt and Anxlety Self-R ort) . S
o R ;_m, : NG
o (_:Multivariate Test - : '25\,gj-f

“ - S . SN

. Multivariate F = 4.06; d.f. = 3,14; p<.03 \/

o e ~ Univariate Tests - . N
N - B

Dependent -

Y
r

Empathy T sa20 0 o6 1l.98, 003
\v Redponse ~ 17.48 . 1.38 - 12.70 .. .002 .

Relevance P C s oo -

.152

- Anxiety Self-‘ 24,50 _~ 10.86 .. " 2.26
(f Report T

[
!

Degrees of fkpedom fo? hypothe51s =‘1x
_ Degrees of freedom for errpr =16 -

Variable . Mean Square’ - MS Error  F P Fess Than

]
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,'.:" . .‘.“‘ e - o , Table 3 . ' ..: ‘ "l‘-.

. ;,_tﬁr : Univariate Analysés on Follow-up Séoges (Empathy, _ ,
—. .. Response Relevance, Anxiety Self-Rep rt»—AnxLety L e
IR by Client Client Rating of - Competence) AL

. ‘ \_J' L

. ’ 4 . . .
) ._..“.. . ' : , R ] e, .
. : ) . . = T .

PR Dependent o T T O
. " Varigble - . Mean Squake = MS Error {E.ﬁ " p less thgn
S . v : % R ! <

'r"EmPQZF' " ftﬁ,id .[\;‘Jﬁf.g}ZQ;\p; 223— fg' ;Q&sf"p_'fpsnzll
Relevance . - 4",_.49_ 2,18 ‘.547?'? .55 . = i

~‘;'Self Report 40 50 o &re7.60 5,320 0 W03 <57J -
| Anxiety Rated - - *. ;"“‘s'l T N T
by Client ' -f 306 A 14.85 003

o e R e o ;iﬁﬁf
Competence ﬂv'g':' ;vjt); B ST T e
" » . Rated by . w0 T o e L SRR
v Cil.ient y_g . .89 (r7.22 ) G115 ,-.\616» S

o - DR ﬁéfﬁ'g '
(f «////3 L Degrees of freedom,for hypothesis =1 - e R

Degrees of freedom for error: :L;' = 16

DR I . )
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Appendlx A - ; o

4

L Example Ratlngs for ‘the Response Relevance Scale‘g , . .
'RThere are twelve possible. comblnatlons of three response elements”: -;
(relevance, ‘statement, and. feeling). The follow1ng list includes .
an example of each poss1ble response-Score. When a response ,
does not include one of the- response elements a (/) w1ll appear
. through ‘the letter representlng that var1able ~
r'E—f'Elgf o B - :- «'. o - i_li ot
\ ‘}-‘_ Client statement "My husband left me and I've been feellng C
E e , - really down ever ' since. I can 't &ven get.,
i "‘ S my. work done anymore o S
. Response - - . C - igl,j- ) !lﬂ_é —'.R«f 4
Category Score Example of Counselor Response " C. o l”}d'
(R S F3 - 9 "You re. feellng sad because your"ﬁusband is gone
] g : R«S‘Fliv T "Things aren 't g01ng so well 81nce ‘he 1eft you
R S,FB“pi‘d . ’"How depressep are you feellng rlght now?" ‘
;_r’ R'S Fl(“yi 6 :‘"How long have you been feellng thls way?" f”A
'.,.’-.‘Q"-- t.
T\\\\ﬁR S I f; "36-§,‘ "You haven t. been able to" deal w1th thls‘very well "
R S F -ny‘:“ "How long have you been th1s way? .ﬂ'_fi?l{s |

/l* R S FB ' 11.4?:" "You mlght be feellng relieved that he's gone. Q*.

R Fl o2 "You can t expect to’ be-\n a good mood when some-
o R -thing llke this happens o ‘

Sp "s2'p3 .3 "ipere’you feellng depressed before this happened?"
L;'p 33;$7FI",."¥L’b i "HoW were you feellng befbre he left?" ef l:.:
- Rﬂs\r :' o ”lf" L"You re not able~to keep up with thlngs now -{v.’
| R;S_? B 'q-‘oéﬁi r'What day d1d he leave?" ' t*‘bi:jf':‘ “'F- o g

: .The mean Response Relevance score is obta1ned by d1v1d1ng the;;{;"
%?“i total score by the number of responses made by the counselor
3 ,d‘ o o rsQ e |




